The terms 'open' and 'openness' are widely used across the current higher education environment particularly in the areas of repository services and scholarly communications. , and how the language of 'openness' is widely misused in higher education and repository services circles to drive agendas that run counter to actually increasing openness. We will finish by suggesting ways to resist this trend and use open-licensing models to resist neoliberal agendas in open scholarship.
Introduction
The terms 'open' and 'openness' are widely used in the current Higher Education environment particularly in areas around repository services and scholarly communications. Despite widespread discussions using these terms, there's little discussion of the meaning of 'open' and 'openness'.
Indeed, "openness appears to be a term with multiple understandings and no fixed definition. It is cited by governments, startups and organisations as integral to their 'philosophy', often without further explanation of the term" [2] whilst retaining proximity to sensibilities of virtue and social good. This fluidity has created an abundance of space for confusion, mistakes, and misrepresentations. In a similar vein to Sam Moore's [3] "understood as a political project to embed market-based logic into all social relations. In other words, it makes people think, and act, as if they are themselves capital" [4] .
It is important to note that although neoliberal capitalism is a globalised system, we are explicitly referencing our experiences of its dynamic in relation to discourses of openness in the context of the United Kingdom (UK) and thus do not intend to universalise, nor talk over other experiences that may exist. Given the UK's relatively early adoption of national-level mandates and policies related to open access for research, scholarship, and open data during a rapid expansion of the marketisation of Higher Education, we believe that there are valuable lessons for the wider community to be drawn from our experiences.
The open agenda in the UK has been focused upon scholarly publishing and research outputs. software. We posit that there are tensions here between the conflicting uses of and political intentions driving this openness. We explore some of these tensions and raise questions about the political potential and reality of openness in the context of the neoliberalised academy.
The open agenda in higher education
We start from the premise that any view of the academy as somehow outside or beyond neoliberal capitalism is, at best, a misguided romance. As Bill Readings notes, "the university as an institution is becoming more and more corporate, that information is not primarily referential (information about something outside the university); instead, information is a unit of value within the system and serves to procure advancement within the university." [5] This points directly to the commodification of information-increasingly including scholarship and research-even when it is surrounded by a rhetoric of openness.
In 2019, UK universities operate as commercial entities and there are research articles, media columns, and social media discussions regularly highlighting the problems that commercialisation brings to the academy. UK universities have been transformed through government policy and funding streams, and now compete in markets for students. This market competition extends to league tables and the prestige economy of journals and other sites where outputs are used for status, esteem, and authority. All these activities serve neoliberal capitalism and thus all the scholarship and research produced through the commercial university are directly funded by, produced under, and servicing the needs of neoliberal capitalist social relations.
For some, openness is seen as a mode of resistance to the issues propagated by the rise of neoliberal capitalism in the academy [6] and a tool for social justice [7] . However, the proliferation of 'open' research data management policies in response to a range of concerns around data integrity, the 'reproducibility crisis', and enhancing the utility of research data to optimise its inherent value.
Indeed, the EPSRC have a strict policy framework around open data that includes sanctions for failing to comply including "in an extreme case, the removal of eligibility for EPSRC funding" [11] .
Supplementing the formal policies are documents such as the Concordat on Open Research Data [12] . Collectively, these interventions of policy and recommendations have nudged academia, a sector infamous for its glacial approach to change, towards an open agenda that has been discussed for some years. software a more mainstream and commercially viable form" [16] -and yet both retain some measure of the political ideals of freedom from which they developed.
The meaning of 'openness'
For a working definition of 'open', we can look to official guidance. The Budapest Open Access
Initiative declaration [17] , the Bethesda Statement [18] , and the Berlin Declaration [19] all contain specific definitions of open access which commonly share requirements for specific licensing needs.
The Open Definition 2.1 [20] similarly focuses on open licensing of content and those rules which licenses apply to content to specify what can and cannot be done with a work or piece of content.
The Open Definition states that, at a minimum, works must be either public domain or openly licensed, they must be provided as a whole and downloadable via the internet, they must be machine readable, and they must be provided in an open format. We can see that:
"FL/OSS occupies a space in public imagination where emergent forms of collaboration supported by ICTs question the efficiency of traditional forms of organization. The relationships between the old and the new, the ingrained and the radical, take many forms and are expressed in differing terms" [22] .
Indeed, some "hacker cultures do not seem to be the object of capitalism's co-optation or absorption.
Rather, they seem to have a constitutive role in the evolution of digital capitalism" [23] . that is either compliant or non-compliant and, as Moore [2] notes, the range of publishing cultures across various disciplines means that the creation of this binary is deeply exclusionary. In this regard and at this juncture, some appear to miss some of the nuance surrounding operationalism in the neoliberal academy [24] . The narrative of compliance / non-compliance in relation to library practices stems directly from the deployment of mandates in relation to open access and thus situates the library as part of the disciplinary mechanisms of the neoliberal university. Scholarly communications workers can be seen to be pitched against the researchers that they are historically and dynamically working with to support their adoption of open scholarly practices. We posit that openness cannot be meaningfully implemented from top-down without significantly shifting the politics of the discourse away from those of freedom.
Openwashing
There are other, more direct abuses of openness present within the discourse. Openwashing is one compliance, total cost of ownership etc. rather than licensing model" [29] .
There is a tension of neoliberal prioritisation between these statements and in the overall repositories [31] . Poole also claims that 'openwash' "is a term [he] coined a while ago" [28] . In lieu of any evidence to support this claim, Poole appears to be erasing the labour of multiple women with well-established definitions of openwashing and claims the term as his creation.
Poole states that "the systems of ownership of knowledge and authority" have been "disrupted" [28] . The discourse around "disruption", particularly in relation to technology and education, understands disruption as a capitalist intervention that endeavours to develop new markets and opportunities for derivation of profit through "innovation" [32] . Poole's assertion that the historic practices and ownership of information and knowledge have been fundamentally altered is absurd:
there has been no structural change to the legislation around copyright and associated property The contradictory meanings of openness create institutional structures for 'openness' that retain the power dynamics of legacy scholarly communications processes. The examples of openwashing across openness, publishing and software cited above contribute to a disorientation of 'openness' as a term. This disorientation limits the capacity for openness in the production and management of information and knowledge to deliver social, political, and economic challenges to the hegemony of neoliberal capitalism.
The efficacy of a neoliberal appropriation of openness
The broader movement of openness has suffered the effects of the diffusion of the meaning of The use of openness for the purposes of entrenching the power dynamics of capitalist social relations into a broader model of marketised governance should be a concern for public services, public goods, and the commons. It presupposes information as a commodity [35] and, for library and information workers, raises a range of ethical concerns around stratification and barriers to access and re-use of information.
As discussed above, the use of Creative Commons licences is not a neutral aspect of openness. [expand this.]
Alternate modes of openness for radical practice
Recognising the genealogies and multiple lineages of openness [2] helps us to understand the tensions that exist across open praxis. Neoliberalism's appropriation of scholarly communication [35] and research output management serves to curtail the radical potential of openness to challenge existing political norms. As Stuart Lawson 'compliance and non-compliance' around the openness of research outputs by refocusing discussion on the communities, the relationships, the care relations, and the collective struggles of open processes in Higher Education.
Our emphasis on process and practice consciously pushes back against neoliberal marketisation in the academy and emphasises the community in the politics of openness. As Arendt [38] , politics "lies between [people] and is established as relationships". Failing to acknowledge this leads to "a despotism of massive proportions in which the abyss separating the rulers from the ruled would so gigantic that any sort of rebellion would no longer be possible, not to mention any form of control of the rulers by the ruled" [38] .
Conclusion
We argue that openness should be displaced from the exclusivity of the output and instead oriented 
